Mining team characteristics to predict Wikipedia article quality by Gimon Betancourt, Grace et al.
Mining team characteristics to predict Wikipedia article
quality
Grace Gimon Betancourt, Armando Segnini, Carlos Trabuco, Amira Rezgui,
Nicolas Jullien
To cite this version:
Grace Gimon Betancourt, Armando Segnini, Carlos Trabuco, Amira Rezgui, Nicolas Jullien.
Mining team characteristics to predict Wikipedia article quality. OpenSym 2016 : 12th Inter-
national Symposium on Open Collaboration, Aug 2016, Berlin, Germany. ACM, Proceedings
OpenSym 2016 : 12th International Symposium on Open Collaboration, pp.1 - 9, 2016. <hal-
01354368>
HAL Id: hal-01354368
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-01354368
Submitted on 18 Aug 2016
HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci-
entific research documents, whether they are pub-
lished or not. The documents may come from
teaching and research institutions in France or
abroad, or from public or private research centers.
L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
destine´e au de´poˆt et a` la diffusion de documents
scientifiques de niveau recherche, publie´s ou non,
e´manant des e´tablissements d’enseignement et de
recherche franc¸ais ou e´trangers, des laboratoires
publics ou prive´s.

Mining team characteristics to predict Wikipedia article
quality
Grace Gimon Betancourt, Armando
Segnini, Carlos Trabuco
Télécom Bretagne
FirstName.Name@telecom-bretagne.eu
Amira Rezgui, Nicolas Jullien
Télécom Bretagne-UBL, M@rsouin-LEGO
{Amira.Rezgui,
Nicolas.Jullien}@telecom-bretagne.eu
ABSTRACT
In this study, we were interested in studying which characteris-
tics of virtual teams are good predictors for the quality of their pro-
duction. The experiment involved obtaining the Spanish Wikipedia
database dump and applying different data mining techniques sui-
table for large data sets to label the whole set of articles according
to their quality (comparing them with the Featured/Good Articles,
or FA/GA). Then we created the attributes that describe the charac-
teristics of the team who produced the articles and using decision
tree methods, we obtained the most relevant characteristics of the
teams that produced FA/GA. The team’s maximum efficiency and
the total length of contribution are the most important predictors.
This article contributes to the literature on virtual team organiza-
tion.
Keywords
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1. INTRODUCTION
Mobilizing hundreds or thousands of contributors, such as Linux
and Wikipedia, volunteer online open projects aimed at creating
new knowledge are viewed as the main source of generation of fur-
ther new, innovative knowledge by and for firms. They are (virtual)
epistemic communities, or task-oriented groups, bringing experts
together around a common goal [27]. Online epistemic communi-
ties are specific in the sense that people do not necessarily know
each other, they interact virtually, mainly via the Internet and data
management tools such as Wiki systems (MediaWiki) or software
version systems (Git). But the questions they raise are, in most
of the cases, the same as for other epistemic communities : how
do people organize themselves to produce knowledge ? What is
the quality of the production ? What are the characteristics of the
’good’ teams, those who produce ’good’ knowledge, or knowledge
of quality ? How can we define ’quality’ ?
These questions are not new to the scientific literature. The cri-
tical mass theory of the construction of collective action [23], the
theory analyzing the construction of the (knowledge) commons [14],
OpenSym’16 August 17-19, 2016 | Berlin, Germany
ACM ISBN
DOI : .
DOI: 10.1145/1235
and even closer to our question, studies of groups’ creativity and
efficiency [36], stress that these projects are made possible by the
aggregation of various motivations and levels of involvement, but
also various levels of competence and of intimacy among the mem-
bers. However, the right balance between number and expertise, the
size of the supposed critical mass is still a matter of debate 1.
In this study, we check whether it is possible to predict the qua-
lity of the article by looking at the same type of team characteristics
in virtual organizations.
This assessment was done using Wikipedia as a case study for the
characteristics of the contributors and of the articles, but also be-
cause of data availability. Wikipedia’s contributors come from dif-
ferent academic or professional backgrounds, making it very hard
to assess quality by the authority of the writers. Wikipedia has de-
veloped its own internal quality rating procedure, which relies on
discussions and consensus building among reviewers and nomina-
tors who evaluate the candidate articles on their prose, lead, com-
prehensiveness, structure and style 2. The highest ranked articles in
terms of quality are named the ’Featured Articles’ (FA), followed
by the ’Good Articles’ (GA). In this study we used Spanish Wiki-
pedia dumps 3 of November 11, 2015. This prediction was achieved
by using predictive data mining techniques [10], and more specifi-
cally those dedicated to large data sets since we used a dump of
around 24 GB.
The rest of this paper is organized as follows : We discuss the
question of measuring the quality of the article and the link to the
team producing it in section 2. In section 3 we present our approach,
which addresses the problem of unlabeled articles and the identifi-
cation of the most important team characteristics to detect quali-
fied articles (FA/GA). We present our main results in section 4 and
discuss their implication for both theory and practice in section 5.
Section 6 concludes with a discussion of the limitations and the
possible extensions to this work.
2. BACKGROUND
2.1 What do measuring and predicting article
quality mean ?
Nowadays, the quality of a common knowledge, especially of
a Wikipedia article, is socially constructed and constantly evol-
ving [34]. Wikipedia article quality may be evaluated using external
measures such as Katz’s criteria : purpose, authority, scope [17]. In
1. On this, and about the functioning of Wikipedia sub-part, or
WikiProjects, see [29].
2. Featured Article Candidates : https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Wikipedia:Featured_article_candidates, Featured List Criteria :
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Featured_list_criteria
3. http://Dumps.wikimedia.your.org
this context, [18] discussed the difficulty of applying such crite-
ria to Wikipedia and gave a proposal for quality evaluation criteria
for such encyclopedia. To evaluate an article, we can use also in-
ternal measures, such as Wikipedia’s own quality grading, which
give categorization schema assigning articles to a set of 7 distinct
categories : from ’Stub’ (poor) to ’Featured’ (very good) Articles.
Wikipedia’s article evaluation can focus also on the improvement
path of the articles, in terms of time for bug correction, coping with
damage or vandalism, etc. [6, 37], or on the process of production
and IQ assurance patterns [34], or on revision efficiency 4. Readers’
experience may also be considered, as it may be the goal of an ency-
clopedia to provide the information needed to its users, with, again,
various measures : user’s perceived quality [12], with all the bias,
it entails or external accessibility measures [22].
Finally, as stressed by [9], who proposed a list of the measures
of an open online project success (open source software). There
is a large variety and a more problematic non-convergence of the
possible measures. To solve this problem, a point of view has to
be chosen, which restrains, but also defines the scope of the ana-
lysis. Here, since we are dealing with the question of identifying
the characteristics of a good team to produce good knowledge, we
are taking the project management viewpoint, as exposed by [16] :
these projects are (virtual) epistemic communities, or task-oriented
groups, bringing experts together around a common goal [27], here
the building of (new) knowledge available to other people (explicit,
published online knowledge, being programs or encyclopedic ar-
ticles). In that sense, we rely on two subsets of the literature about
the detection of qualified articles : the one based on the composi-
tion of the articles and the other based on the characteristics of the
team.
2.2 Good and Featured articles
Several metrics based on the article itself have been used to as-
sess the quality of Wikipedia’s articles. For instance, [33] explored
the assessment of information quality of a Wikipedia Article mea-
sured by their defined metrics such as Completeness which depends
on the number of internal broken links, the number of internal links,
and first and foremost, the length of the article. Additionally, as
stressed by [5], beyond length the other metrics are computing in-
tensive, in terms of both information retrieval (article’s history of
revision) and data analysis.
[2, 3] proposed a methodology and the first results on the impact
of team composition on article quality : as the subset of FA articles
is small and as the quality of such articles is varied [20]. They rely
on the external evaluation of the articles to find that having a small
and a very committed team with strong local inequality improves
the coordination and thus indirectly the quality, and having strong
global inequality (people very invested in Wikipedia and peripheral
contributors) improves the quality of the articles. As they stressed,
this work may be extended to a bigger set of articles to be confir-
med.
Currently, since this work, the rating of Wikipedia articles has
improved and the automatic techniques to assess the quality of the
non-labeled articles as well. One of the problems for labeling the
articles in Wikipedia is that it is not only a question of assessing
quality but also of having somebody who monitors this labeling.
[19] showed that machine learning can be used to assess the qua-
lity of an article, by comparing its characteristics with those of a
Featured Article. However, they mix information about the team
4. Such as the "revision score", developed by the Wiki-
media Foundation, which measures the quality of a revi-
sion, https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Research:Revision_scoring_
as_a_service, which is inspired by, among others, [1]
(the editors) and of the article (Featured Article or not) on the same
network, leading them to conclude that articles of quality are those
edited by editors who have also edited Featured Articles, as done
by [39].
As a conclusion, [18] proposed a list of 13 criteria to evaluate the
quality of an article by looking at its content. The main criteria to
assess this quality is the length of the article, even if the style of the
article matters too [21]. We will follow their lead and focus on this
simple measure to classify the articles.
2.3 Team characteristics as factors for a high-
quality article
A set of team characteristics has been linked to performance in
producing knowledge outputs of quality, beyond the literature. It is
out of the scope of this article to check it extensively 5, and we will
present here the main variables we used in our modeling. Most of
them are taken from [38], for comparability reasons.
2.3.1 Efficiency, or reputation and experience
The high quality of an article is often related to many of contribu-
tions/contributors in Wikipedia. Some investigations cited by [30]
explored German Wikipedia and showed that featured articles are
not necessarily written by a huge number of people, but the most
important is to be written by some contributors feeling personally
responsible for the article, and thus involving themselves in their
writing.
In the same context, [30] showed that the number of contribu-
tors’ past contributions is an interesting measure of their efficiency
and reputation, which positively impacts the quality of the present
production (the article they are contributing to).
However, from a resource-based view, members who are invol-
ved in multiple projects may have less time for each project : the
amount of time spent on one activity cannot be spent on another.
Having contributors participating in too many concurrent projects
may decrease the likelihood of obtaining high-quality contributions,
and a high-quality article [38].
2.3.2 Tenure
In online communities, it is often the case that members who
have been active for a long time tend to be more experienced than
newcomers. These active members play a fundamental role in the
community in terms of broadcasting knowledge, information and
experience among the whole community. In this context, tenure,
which is measured as the time that the individuals have spent in
the community from the date that they made their first contribu-
tion, has been shown as a good predictor of performance. Existing
literature posits a curvilinear relationship between tenure and per-
formance [31]. When a newcomer joins a group, performance in-
creases over time, as this participant acquires experience, accumu-
lates new knowledge, develops skills, and becomes familiar with
the new area and the rules of the organization. A similar effect of
tenure is expected in the context of Wikipedia [38]. So, longer te-
nure allows for more experience, which helps increase productivity.
But after some years of effort, participants are more prone to a
lassitude effect, which may lead to a decrease in productivity and
performance [4].
All these works helped us refine our analysis and our goals. In
this article, we propose 1) to classify the articles in terms of quality
measured by their structure and proximity with Featured or Good
5. The reader interested by these questions, may consult, in
addition to [9], already cited for online communities, [35], for
FLOSS, and [3], for Wikipedia, the review of the literature made
by [24] on team effectiveness.
articles, via machine learning techniques, 2) to assess the characte-
ristics of the teams which have produced such high-quality articles.
3. PROPOSED APPROACH
3.1 Presentation of our workflow
Our workflow consisted in obtaining the dump of the Spanish
Wikipedia 6, and extracting the meta data about each article (regar-
ding its structure, size, etc. and its contributors), with the WikiDAT
tool 7. As a starting point for this project we used only the page,
people, and revision tables generated by WikiDAT, which corres-
pond respectively to the data from the pages in Wikipedia (such as
articles, subcategories, etc...), the data from the person who contri-
buted to this page and the intermediary revision table to link these
two. This table contained 2,782,466 articles. Spanish Wikipedia
currently has over 1,200,000 articles related to the topics ; the rest
of the articles contained in this table are redirection articles and
disambiguation articles 8. However, this tool does not give the la-
beling of the articles (Featured, Good, not labeled article). To get
this label, we relied on the Wiki API developed by the Wikimedia
Foundation 9.
Those labeled articles correspond to about 1% of the data, not be-
cause the other articles are not on the same level, but because, for
most of them, the internal labeling process has not evaluated them.
[39] discussed this point and proposed several techniques to clas-
sify unclassified articles. These techniques allowed us to predict the
class of the already classified articles, but this did not change the
problem of learning from the attribute what a good or a featured ar-
ticle is. We took from them to develop a simple approach based on
proximity classifying the articles. As they pointed out the difficulty
in differentiating the Featured Articles (FA) from the Good Articles
(GA), we regrouped them into one single category (GA/FA). We
applied a semi-supervised learning task from only positive and un-
labeled data in order to label 99% of the data, with an equally good
literature accuracy (see below).
Knowing the label of the articles we analyzed the characteristics
of its contributors via decision tree techniques. The "Contributors"
table contained a record for each of the 798,673 registered users
that have made an edit to an article or a discussion page. Further-
more, we collected the information on the number of days since
they started contributing, the number of edits, the length of their
contributions.
Figure 1, in the Annexes, summarizes our workflow. We detail
in the following sub-sections the labeling of the articles and the
characterization of the profiles of the authors of the GA/FA.
3.2 Dependent Variable : Unlabeled Articles
Classification
After preparing the data, we built our training dataset by labe-
ling our Article dataset. Our target variable, article quality, takes a
value of 1 when the article is labeled as FA/GA and 0 otherwise.
Since there is no information that supports whether an article is of
poor quality if it is not labeled as FA/GA we considered them as
unlabeled data. The number of articles with a classification repre-
sented less than 1% of the data. Therefore, we needed to obtain
more classified data as a source of our final classifier. To carry out
this task we obtained the article’s length from the API and crea-
ted a new attribute called "contrib_per_age" which is the division
between "article_length_contribution" and "article_age".
6. http://dumps.wikimedia.your.org/eswiki/20151102/
7. https://github.com/glimmerphoenix/WikiDAT
8. https://es.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:Estaditicas
9. https://www.mediawiki.org/wiki/API:Main_page
To classify our unlabeled data, we decided to use a One-Class
SVM classifier [28], implemented in R 10. We decided to exclude
10% of the FA/GA for validation purposes (as spies). To choose pa-
rameters, we looked for the number of False Negatives (the FA/GA
classified as non FA/GA) and tried to decrease it. Finally, we trai-
ned with 3511 FA/GA and obtained from the unlabeled data : 238,810
labeled as positive and the rest (2,778,565) as negative. To validate
our process, we included 497 of the Featured Articles and 453 of
the Good Articles as unlabeled and then we validated whether they
were correctly recognized.
We correctly classified 76% of the Featured Articles and 83% of
the Good Articles. At this point, we had our 2,782,076 articles la-
beled. The execution of this algorithm with that quantity of articles
did not take more than 2 minutes. This is less good than [39] as
they had more variables, but mixing the explained variable and the
explanatory variables. It is as good as similar classifications (i.e. ar-
ticle content variable based), such as [21], which identifies around
75% of FA with word count algorithms (but more than 90% when
adding style variables, something we did not test here).
3.3 Explanatory Variables : Team Characte-
ristics
With this labeled dataset we set up a feature engineering process
over the contributors, to be able to take into account the number of
FA/GA which the contributor had worked on. For this, we created
the independent variables described above.
3.3.1 Efficiency
We measured the efficiency of the authors based on their contri-
bution to good/feature articles. We computed the ratio between the
number of FA/GA the contributor had worked on over the total
number of Articles where the contributor had worked on.
e f f iciencycontrib =
#FA/GA_worked_in
#Articles_worked_in
3.3.2 Contribution
We measured editor’s contribution as the total number of edits
performed by the editor on articles within the scope of the Wiki-
Project.
3.3.3 Dispersion in participation
We measured editor’s participation by the total number of concur-
rent projects of which the editor is currently listed as a member. A
higher number means that the editor is involved in more projects at
the same time.
3.3.4 Tenure
We measured editor’s tenure as the amount of time a member
had been active in Wikipedia (in days from the first edit).
3.3.5 Team level
In addition to calculating the variables for each contributor, we
calculated them for the "Team", i.e. the group of contributors that
worked on an article.
3.4 Final dataset
The Team table contained 20,717,227 rows, where each row was
a pair article-contributor, denoting authorship. In other words, one
single article appeared in as many rows as the number of authors it
had.
10. http://www.inside-r.org/node/57517
Finally, we built our final dataset, ’Team Articles’ in which we
aggregated information about each contributor. The final structure
of the variable used is presented in Table 1.
Table 1: Team Articles dataset
Variable
Name
Attributes Type Description
F0 : Min effi-
ciency
Float The min efficiency of its
members
F1 : Max effi-
ciency
Float The max efficiency of its
members
F2 : Mean effi-
ciency
Float The mean efficiency of its
members
F3 : Sum of
contribution
Int The sum of the number of
contributions (edits) made
by the team’s members
F4 : Total length
of contribu-
tion
Int The total length in terms
of characters of the contri-
butions made by the team-
members
F5 : Sum page re-
vision
Int Count of revision for dif-
ferent pages
F6 : Sum partici-
pation
Int Count of revision only for
articles
F7 : Min Tenure Float The experience of the least
experienced contributor
F8 : Max Tenure Float The experience of the most
experienced contributor
F9 : Mean Tenure Float The mean experience of the
contributors
G1 Article qua-
lity
Int 1 : Featured Article & Good
Articles, 0 : Non Featured
Article
This derived dataset was highly unbalanced, making it difficult
to run classifiers. So we ran the SMOTE algorithm [7], which aims
at over-sampling the minority elements in a dataset classified as
FA/GA. Doing so, we got the label’s difference (regarding G1 va-
riable) from 10 :90 to approximately 50 :50.
3.5 Data analysis and model tuning
After data preparation, we proceeded to the execution of a classi-
fication task using a Decision Tree to retrieve the rules and thus the
most pertinent factors of the contributors to FA/GA. The idea of a
decision tree is to classify by partitioning the input space into small
segments and label these small segments with one of the various
output categories.
To evaluate the performance of our Decision Tree, we measured
over our validation dataset (spies) the False Negative Rate (FNR)
that is the proportion of events that are being tested for which it
yielded a negative outcome.
FNR =
#FA/GA_bad_classi f .
#FA/GA_good_classi f .+#FA/GA_bad_classi f .
Using this measure of error, we tuned the model to obtain an
’optimal’ solution, by changing the parameters inherent to the De-
cision Tree algorithm implemented on Spark. For instance, it was
possible to modify the following ones : impurity measure (possible
values being Gini and gain information 11), max depth of the tree,
11. The official documentation recommended to use Gini’s impu-
rity measure, which yielded the best results, what we did here.
and a maximum number of bins.
For the remaining parameters, we needed a tree that would not
lose its readability and still provide good results ; therefore, we
chose a maximum depth of 7, since increasing it did not improve the
results significantly, and would have made it more difficult to ex-
tract the rules and see the results. Regarding the maximum number
of bins, the default value is 32. As our variables were all continuous
we could choose a lower number of bins and the one that yielded
best results was 3.
4. RESULTS
Table 2, in the Annexes, presents the resulting rules from the
decision tree that was tested over the FA/GA left for validation. The
decision tree was composed of many rules from which only those
that classified the articles as FA/GA were extracted. This extraction
was done manually since the output of the decision tree was in plain
text. Each of these is composed of an IF condition and, for each
feature, a range of values. This means that, under this rule, an article
which has its features between the values indicated by the rule is
classified as FA/GA by the decision tree.
After split validation of the train set, we obtained a true posi-
tive rate of 91% and a true negative rate of 84% (thus our classi-
fier performs best at classifying the FA/GA than the non FA/GA).
Globally, this leads to a FNR (False Negative Rate) of 8% for our
validation dataset. For the evaluation of our rules, we included two
measurements :
— FA/GA ratio : number of articles that followed the rule (and
were actually FA/GA according to Wikipedia) over the num-
ber of articles that followed the rule. This allowed us to mea-
sure in what degree this rule could truly separate the articles
by their quality.
— Retrieval : Number of FA/GA retrieved by the rule, over the
total number of FA/GA, according to Wikipedia. It measured
the amount of quality articles that are retrieved by the rule
with respect to all the quality articles.
These metrics were included to be able to extract information about
the efficiency of our rules in detection and extraction of the FA/GA.
Regarding the rules, we can state that the "Maximum efficiency"
(F1) and ’Sum of contributions’ (F3) features are the most impor-
tant features to discriminate the teams producing FA/GA from the
others. Two rules (12 and 7) account for nearly 70% of the FA/GA.
With the addition of rules number 9, 5 and 8, they were able to re-
cognize 85% of all the FA/GA in the validation set. They took into
account the "Team maximum efficiency" feature that ranges values
over 0.36, which means that the percentage of maximum participa-
tion of members on FA/GA is 36%.
The rules show the segmentation leading to FA/GA articles. If
F1 < 36.6% , in other words, if there is not at least one contributor
used to produce FA/GA, the chances for having a FA/GA are very
low.
If 36.6%<F1< 55.6% there is a good chance of finding FA/GA,
if at the same time, F3 > 1,325,311 pages, and F2 > 27.8% and
F0 > 0.152 (rule 7). This means that if there are not any very ex-
perienced contributors in FA/GA production, a team where people
are experienced enough, in terms of total of contribution (F3), but
also in terms of producing FA/GA (in mean, as the team partici-
pant’s ratio of FA/GA over all articles they have contributed to ex-
ceed 27.8%, F2), and where there are no newcomers in the FA/GA
production business (as the minimum efficiency ratio has to exceed
15.2%, F0) can succeed. However, having this type of team is not a
guarantee of success, since, for the articles were produced by teams
with this profile, only 27% are FA/GA.
Otherwise, and for the biggest ’type’ of FA/GA (45.7%), not
only F1 > 55.6% and F2 > 36.5%, but also F4 > 2.143e9 and
F3 > 1,325,311 (rule 12). In this configuration, there is a very
experienced contributor to FA/GA (F1), and the team is very ex-
perienced in mean in that matter too (F2), and has contributed a lot
of edits (F3) and a lot of content (F4). Having this kind of very ex-
perienced team with a strong ’leader’ seems to be the perfect com-
bination as more than 76% of the articles produced by this team
profile are FA/GA.
However, rule 9 stresses that, a less experienced team in terms
of mean FA/GA participation can succeed (F2 < 36.5%), as long
as it has a strong ’leader’ (F1 > 55.6%), a good record of content
contribution, as a team (F4 > 2.143e9), and no contributor with
no experience of FA/GA (F0 > 15.2%). This kind of team repre-
sents nearly 6% of the FA/GA and has more than 45% chance to be
associated with a FA/GA.
5. DISCUSSION
Focusing on the team’s characteristics only, and not on the arti-
cle’s characteristics, results in a successful classifier of high-quality
articles, sustaining also what we’ve seen in related works using
more complex metrics [32].
This analysis, done on the Spanish Wikipedia, seems to confirm
a result already found in other Wikipedia (en-Wikipedia), and in
open-source software : the existence of a "core member effect"
where a small group of highly active core members is responsible
for most of the (FA/GA) contribution to the project [8, 3], not only
about the labeled articles (FA), which are those where the "adminis-
trators" and the people very involved in Wikipedia had their word to
say, but, more generally, about all the articles of quality (the articles
we clustered as FA/GA).
As expected, efficiency is the most important attribute that leads
to FA/GA, especially the fact that the contributions of one of the
editors include 36% FA/GA. For that matter, team efficiency is also
very important (mean team member percentage of FA/GA over to-
tal articles contributed to has to be over 28.8%).
These results in Spanish Wikipedia confirm the investigation of
[26] (cited by [30]), which showed that FA in German Wikipedia
are not necessarily good because they were written by a huge num-
ber of people, but because some contributors feel personally ’com-
mitted’ to the article.
In addition to participating in FA/GA production or to having a
high efficiency, having a team of very productive editors, i.e. with
a lot of contribution, especially in terms of length, seems to be key
for producing an article of quality. In fact, the number of characters
reflects the real amount of data added or deleted from the Wiki-
pedia by an author. So as expected, past contribution like previous
productivity affect team performance and then article quality. So-
mehow, this past productivity can be diffused among the team, but
with less chance of success (rule 7).
Contradictory to our hypothesis that members who are involved
in multiple projects in Wikipedia and would do less for each pro-
ject, participating in other projects do not necessarily have a nega-
tive effect on article quality. Our findings show that participation
in concurrent projects has just a slight impact on the quality of an
article (rule 1).
This seems to be in contradiction with [29], who showed that at
WikiProject level (Astronomy, Maths, etc.) a lot of small contri-
butors matter more than some big contributors for the growth of
the project. In addition to being on the en-Wikipedia, this study
focused at the sub-project level, not at the article level, and is not
concerned with the quality, but by the volume of edits (so the acti-
vity, not what remains as real knowledge). This is enough to explain
the differences, but it would be very interesting to do our study at
WikiProject level, as they did.
Evidence from Wikipedia collaboration has shown that, although
old-timers have the experience and skills to contribute, their effort
or motivation is generally lower than that of newcomers [41]. Ho-
wever, [25] showed that greater average membership tenure relates
to project efficiency in a positive way. Our results do not show that
experience, or tenure, in terms of the amount of time that an indivi-
dual has been part of the Wikipedia community, has any effect on
article quality. This is probably because, for the articles of quality,
this effect is not strong enough to be in the top seven discriminatory
variables, and is hidden by the importance of the experience in the
classification (in other words, this may seem, but after the seventh
stage where we stopped our classifier).
In addition to the theoretical contribution, our findings have seve-
ral important implications for practice in the context of knowledge
creation in online epistemic communities.
The results suggest that online teams with more efficient contri-
butors are more likely to enjoy an enhanced capacity for better per-
formance. This finding suggests that WikiProject managers may
want to monitor the teams creating new articles, and inform those
which are expected to fail, about what they lack (FA/GA expert(s),
tenured contributors, for instance). Another way to do so could
be to inform these key contributors about "under-staffed" projects
which could use their expertise 12. But they also stress the impor-
tance of participants’ experience (tenure, FA/GA participation, the
total number of characters contributed) for the efficiency of the
team. So, in addition to the initiatives to attract and welcome the
newcomers, the nesting initiatives [13] are as important to train the
future key contributors. Here again, inviting beginners to take part
in projects with a good team of experts may be key for the emer-
gence of the future big contributors.
It would be interesting to confirm these results on other Wiki-
pedia language projects and generalize the above managerial im-
plications. Before doing so, the analysis of the data may be im-
proved too. In other works, we used data extracted from the dump
at the date of the dump creation. That means that some contribu-
tions may have occurred after article creation or cooperation. But
it would have made more sense to calculate, for each article and
each team, the contribution, tenure, etc., before the creation of the
article, to propose a predictor of the efficiency of the team. This is,
even more, computer-intensive, but should be feasible with the me-
thodology we proposed in this article. This leads to the conclusion
of this work.
6. CONCLUSION
In this study, we were interested in the prediction of the quality
of a Spanish Wikipedia article by analyzing the characteristics of
the team which produced it.
First, we faced the challenge of working with large data sets
since the Spanish Wikipedia dump is around 24GB. We used dif-
ferent extraction and processing tools to be able to work around this
problem (i.e. WikiDAT and Spark). Secondly, to be able to train our
classifier we needed a more balanced dataset than the original one
since only 1% of the data was classified positively and the rest was
unlabeled. We used a PUlearning data mining technique to create
our dataset of classified articles with a positive rate of 83%.
12. The Wikimedia Foundation’s experience of automatically
proposing articles existing in English to be translated into French
to targeted French contributors, according to their taste, can be seen
as the first step in this direction. For the detail of the study, see the
discussion here : https://meta.wikimedia.org/wiki/Research_talk:
Increasing_article_coverage, and the scientific analysis of the ex-
periment here : [40].
After obtaining our dataset, we created the features that would
represent a team. These features included the number of contribu-
tions in pages and articles, the length of the contributions made and
we proposed a new metric which would measure the efficiency of
a team, by calculating the number of FA/GA that each member has
worked on over the total number of articles s/he has participated
in. At this point we faced our third challenge, the fact that the data
was highly unbalanced by a difference of 10 : 90 in favor of those
classified as non FA/GA We applied the SMOTE algorithm which
led us to a final (and bigger) dataset having a 50 : 50 proportion.
We modeled our problem using a Decision Tree which helped
us in recognizing the most important team characteristics and their
values to predict good quality articles with a positive rate of 92%
in the validation set. After analyzing the importance of the features
presented in the resulting rules, we can conclude that it supports
our hypothesis on which we based the construction of these fea-
tures. It is natural to think that a good article is written by people
with a high percentage of good articles to their credit, which is des-
cribed by Team mean efficiency. Furthermore, if it is written by
a group of contributors that have included an extended amount of
content. [14], but also the studies of group creativity and efficiency
[36], stressed that collaborative projects are made possible by the
aggregation of various motivations and level of involvement. This
may be true, but, according to our results, the newcomers and the
registered-but-less-involved contributors are not that important for
achieving quality in the production (of Wikipedia articles).
In addition to the refinement in the calculation of the characte-
ristics of the teams that we pointed out in the discussion, several
extensions can be proposed in this article and its methodology. Re-
garding the characteristics of the article team, we created 7 attri-
butes. Creating more variables/attributes may be beneficial to dis-
cover more team/member aspects that would lead to a quality Wi-
kipedia article, even if the short number of variables and the high
level of detection show that simple measures are quite enough to
identify a good team.
We will also improve our classifier on the article quality detec-
tion side (explained variable), and [21]’s style variables are a natu-
ral direction on that matter.
Finally, looking not only at the characteristics of the team, but
also on the process of production, and the role people take in that
process, could also improve the detection of the teams of good qua-
lity, following the work of [11] 13.
As far as the analytic workflow process is concerned, we pro-
pose to implement One-Class SVM using scikit-learn 14 with the
integration package for Spark 15 in order to use only one techno-
logy, since the transition from CSV, process, then back to CSV to
transfer from R to Python was inefficient and prone to mistakes
(and since our implementation over the E1071 R package 16 per-
formed poorly). In this configuration, the pandas dataframes 17 and
the numpy arrays 18 under-performed in comparison with the Spark
resilient distributed dataset (RDD) 19.
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Table 2: Decision Tree Generated Rules
# Rules FA/GA ratio Retrieval
1
If (F1 6 0.366) AND (F4 >2.143e9)
AND (F0 6 0.176) AND (F0 6 0.152)
AND (F6 6 879571.0) AND (F5 >966186.248)
AND (F2 >0.278)
0.5 4.126e-06
2
If (F1 6 0.366) AND (F4 >2.143e9)
AND (F0 6 0.176) AND (F0 >0.152)
AND (F2 >0.278) AND (F3 >1325311.0)
AND (F6 >2873122.0)
0.256 8.253e-05
3
If (F1 >0.366) AND (F1 6 0.556)
AND (F3 6 1325311.0) AND (F4 >2.143e9)
AND (F2 >0.278) AND (F2 6 0.365)
AND (F5 >966186.248)
0.114 0.00035
4
If (F1 >0.366) AND (F1 6 0.556)
AND (F3 6 1325311.0) AND (F4 >2.143e9)
AND (F2 >0.278) AND (F2 >0.365)
AND (F0 6 0.176)
0.18559 0.000627
5
If (F1 >0.366) AND (F1 6 0.556)
AND (F3 >1325311.0) AND (F2 >0.278)
AND (F0 6 0.152) AND (F2 6 0.365)
AND (F6 >879571.0)
0.11567 0.0550
6
If (F1 >0.366) AND (F1 6 0.556)
AND (F3 >1325311.0) AND (F2 >0.278)
AND (F0 6 0.152) AND (F2 >0.365)
0.2910 0.00645
7
If (F1 >0.366) AND (F1 6 0.556)
AND (F3 >1325311.0) AND (F2 >0.278)
AND (F0 >0.152)
0.273 0.27412
8
If (F1 >0.556)
AND (F4 >2.143e9) AND (F2 6 0.365)
AND (F0 6 0.152) AND (F2 >0.278)
AND (F6 >879571.0)
0.1746 0.0316
9
If (F1 >0.556)
AND (F4 >2.143e9) AND (F2 6 0.365)
AND (F0 >0.152)
0.454 0.0585
10
If (F1 >0.556)
AND (F4 >2.143e9) AND (F2 >0.365)
AND (F3 6 1325311.0) AND (F0 6 0.152)
AND (F5 6 966186.248)
0.2798 0.000841
11
If (F1 >0.556)
AND (F4 >2.143e9) AND (F2 >0.365)
AND (F3 6 1325311.0) AND (F0 >0.152)
0.3419 0.0135
12
If (F1 >0.556)
AND (F4 >2.143e9) AND (F2 >0.365)
AND (F3 >1325311.0)
0.76349 0.4575
Figure 1: Data Analysis Process
